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REMARKS 

This Supplemental Response is being filed to supplement Applicants' Response filed on 
November 17, 2005 in response to a non- final Office Action dated May 19, 2005. 



Section 103 Rejections 

In addition to the arguments presented in Applicants' Response filed on November 17, 
2005, Applicants respectfully direct the Examiner to the "Acknowledgments" section of the 
Appleton article at page 5. In that section, Appleton acknowledges 16 other people for 
contributing to the article. Thus, Appleton and 16 other educated computer programmers, who 
also seem to appreciate pizza, were all aware of each fold separately, but failed to teach or 
suggest combining the two folds to a traditional slice of pizza or a whole personal size pizza. 
The record now provides the following evidence that, despite the unfulfilled need for on-the-go 
pizza, the combination of the two folds was not obvious: 

- the 17 individuals, including Appleton, contributing to the 

Appleton article; 

- Mr. Mark Halperin, an expert on food products, was not aware of 

anyone commercializing a pizza folded according to the 
present invention (Halperin Declaration, ^ 9); 

- Subway's failure to arrive at the present invention ("Crunch Time 

in Fast Food," Wall Street Journal, August 26, 2005; 

- McDonald's failure to arrive at the present invention ("Beyond 

Burgers," Forbes Magazine, November 1, 1999; 

- Taco Bell's failure to arrive at the present invention ("What's 

next: Fast-Food giants hung for new products to tempt 
consumer," USA Today, July 3, 2002); and 

- the failure of the major pizza companies, such as Pizza Hut and 

Dominos, to commercialize a pizza folded according to the 
present invention. 

In view of all of this evidence, Applicants' once again ask the Examiner to provide documentary 
proof of her motivation to apply the two folds to a traditional pizza slice (e.g., at least partially 
baked) or a whole personal sized pizza. Without such documentary evidence, Applicants 
respectfully submit that the Examiner's obviousness rejection cannot stand. 
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Conclusion 

In view of the remarks provided above and the remarks provided in Applicants' Response 
filed on November 17, 2005, Applicants submit that the present application is in condition for 
allowance. Reconsideration and allowance is respectfully requested. 
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